Remarks 

Claims 1-10 are pending in this application. The examiner has rejected each of 
claims MO as being obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 under U.S. Patent No. 6,0121,098 to Bayeh 
et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,480,860 to Monday. 

A. Independent Claims 1, 5, and 8 and Amendments Thereto 

Each of claims 1,5, and 8 have been amended herein to clarify that the claims 
recite only a single script and that the single script is required for the generation of both the 
content document and the style document of the claims. The examiner admits that Bayeh alone 
does not teach the generation of a style document. Instead, the examiner relies on Monday for 
the disclosure of the generation of a style document. There is no disclosure in either Bayeh or 
Monday that a single script is responsible for the generation of both the content document and 
the style document. 

A prima facie case of obviousness requires a showing that all of the claim 
limitations of the rejected claims are taught or suggested by the prior art. Manual of Patent 
Examining Procedure 2143 and 2143.03. The establishment of a prima facie case of obviousness 
requires that all the claim limitations be taught or suggested by the prior art. MPEP 2143.01 
(emphasis added). "All words of a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of that 
claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 U.S.P.Q. 494, 496 (CCPA 
1970). Here, a prima facie case of obviousness is not present because the combination of Bayeh 
and Monday does not disclose a single script being responsible for the generation of both the 
data document and the style document. 

The fact that the combination of Bayeh and Monday does not disclose a single 
script being responsible for both the data document and the style document is highlighted by the 
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fact that the examiner had to combine Bayeh with a second reference for the disclosure of the 
generation of the style document. Thus, because the examiner had to cite a second reference for 
the disclosure of the style document necessarily indicates that the data document and the style 
document are not shown in the prior art of record as having been generated by the same script. 
B. Dependent Claims 2-4, 6, 7, and 10 



Dependent claims 2-4, 6, 7, and 10 will not be discussed individually herein, as 



these claims depend, either directly or indirectly, from an otherwise allowable base claim. 



Conclusion 

Applicants respectfully submit that the pending claims 1-10 of the present 



invention, as previously amended, are allowable. Applicants respectftiily request that the 
rejection of the pending claims be withdrawn and that these claims be passed to issuance. 
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